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and to all others who have assisted in making this convention a notable 
success. 
23. Expression of Appreciation to Retiring Officers 
Resolved that the members of the International Association of Game, 
Fish and Conservation Commissioners hereby express their sincere apprecia- 
tion of the faithful and very valuable services rendered by the retiring 
officers, particularly I. T. Bode, who has rendered most efficient and con- 
structive service as President during the past year. 
Be it further resolved that the Secretary be instructed to^ spread these 
expressions of appreciation upon the records of the convention and send 
copies thereof to the officers above named. 
The President: As it stands now we have held out four resolutions, with 
respect to wildlife extension service, pollution, the Parker River refuge bills, 
and the Superior National Forest and Quetico-Superior wilderness areas. 
These are the ones that are held for discussion, and I take it a motion is in 
order for the adoption of those that are uncontested. 
Mr. Shipman (West Virginia): I move the adoption of the resolutions 
that are uncontested. 
(The motion was seconded by Mr. Clarke of Washington and agreed to.) 
The President: We shall proceed, then, to take up the other resolutions. 
Mr. Rider: The resolution with regard to the wildlife extension service 
is as follows: 
5. Wildlife Extension Service 
Resolved that the International Association of Game, Fish and Conser- 
vation Commissioners favors the enactment of the Burke bill, H. R. 2472, 
providing for a wildlife extension service, with amendments which will 
make section 1 read as follows: 
“Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the 
United States of America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of 
the Interior, through the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service, is hereby author- 
ized, under such conditions as he may determine to be fair and equitable 
in each state, in cooperation with the appropriate officials in charge of 
wildlife administration of each state, to advise the owners and custodians 
of lands or waters regarding methods to restore, rehabilitate, and improve 
area§ adaptable as feeding, resting, or breeding places for wildlife: 
provided that except for preliminary investigations the amount expended 
by the federal government under this section in cooperation with any state 
or other cooperating agency during any fiscal year shall not exceed 75 per 
centum of the estimated cost thereof.” 
Mr. Glading (California): I think the resolution is essentially what the 
Western Association had in mind, but I would like to ask Mr. Day if it is his 
opinion that the Secretary of the Interior would interpret that to include this 
extension work under the present Pittman-Robertson administration. 
Mr. Day: No. Under the present Pittman-Robertson Act extension 
work is not permissible. I do not think that under this bill as it is drawn, with 
this change, it would provide that the states could undertake extension work 
through this authorization. This change, as I understand it, would clarify 
section 1, which was a bit vague, and would require that any arrangements 
we made with the states would have to be through and with the Fish and 
Game Departments. 
Mr. Glading: I appreciate that point, but it seems to me that in the 
interests of efficiency you could very easily put on a wildlife extension 
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project under the Pittman-Robertson regulations, thus getting away from 
extra overhead and doing it through your present personnel. I suggest 
the International Association should go on record as backing the Western 
Association, that we commend the purpose of this bill but recommend that it 
be carried on through the present Pittman-Robertson program. 
The President: May I make this comment on that point? I sat in on the 
Resolutions Committee meeting when that point was discussed, and it was 
decided by that Committee that in order to accomplish that it would mean an 
amendment to the Pittman-Robertson bill itself. This was one of those 
multiple problems that had to come up in connection with Pittman-Robertson 
and should be considered by this special standing committee for any revisions 
of the Pittman-Robertson bill itself; it could hardly be incorporated in this bill 
because this is a fund set aside for a specific purpose. 
Mr. Glading: The funds under this program should go back into the 
general Pittman-Robertson fund for reallocation. 
The President: Of course this bill does take those funds and put them 
into this work — a special fund. In order to accomplish any readjustment in 
any of the Pittman-Robertson funds other than this, which is specifically 
accomplished in this bill, it would be necessary to amend the Pittman-Robert- 
son bill. 
Mr. Glading: I appreciate that, and I wonder if that is what we should 
not do instead of recommending this particular measure. 
Mr. Day: The idea which is embodied in Mr. Burke’s bill is nothing new. 
It was introduced first by Senator Clark of Missouri eight or ten years ago, 
with the idea that there should be some means for the federal wildlife agency, 
the Fish and Wildlife Service, working with the national extension organiza- 
tions and national agricultural organizations on down through the state Fish 
and Game Departments, cooperative units and everyone who had any infor- 
mation as to possibilities for getting better production of wildlife on agri- 
cultural lands, to set up some kind of organization that would tie in, nationally 
as well as on the state level, .this whole development of wildlife on agri- 
cultural lands. The difficulty came in trying to finance such a thing; going 
to the Congress and asking for funds to do a thing of that kind seemed a bit 
far-fetched. The present Pittman-Robertson Act provides that any funds 
not extended within two years revert to the Service for use in the Migratory 
Bird Conservation Act work. This bill, the Burke bill, formerly the Clark 
bill, would give the Secretary discretionary authority to use some of these 
reverted funds which are now used by the waterfowl program to go in and 
set up an organization to work with the extension and other national organi- 
zations and try to encourage an extension or educational program through 
agricultural agencies and organizations. The bill was drawn very broadly 
so that the provision that the committee has made here should clarify it and 
take away some of the doubts that have been raised about it. 
There is a lot of interest in this thing and there is a lot of need for it. 
But a change in the Pittman-Robertson Act would throw the Act open for 
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possible other amendments, particularly at this time when you have more 
money available than you knew what to do with in the last year; if you start 
amending the Act I am afraid the Congress is going to say: Well, we gave 
you all this money; you said you could use it, now you are coming back and 
asking that a lot of doodads be attached to it so that you can use it for other 
purposes. As I say, the idea is not new, but the war came along and it had to 
be put to one side; it has not been revived in exactly the same form as Mr. 
Clark introduced it. 
Mr. Gutermuth (D. C.): I move the adoption of the resolution. 
Mr. Barker (New Mexico): I will second the motion. 
Mr. Swift (Wisconsin): If this bill should become law, under what 
authority within the state would the work be carried out? What would be 
the position of the conservation department in the matter ? Would it be by- 
passed by the federal agency, or would it have the say as to what extension 
work should go on within the state ? 
The President: I think this could be answered in this way, Mr. Swift. 
That was one of the purposes in recommending this revision of the bill as it 
now stands. Under the present wording of the bill, what you suggest could 
be done, but this specifically says that the Department of the Interior shall 
act through the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the state agency in 
charge of wildlife administration in the state. I may add Congressman Burke 
sat in at the meeting of the Resolutions Committee when this matter was 
being discussed, and my understanding is that he would have no objection 
to this amendment. 
Mr. Swift: Is that the way you understand it, Mr. Day — through 
recognized state agencies ? 
Mr. Day: Yes, that is what has been in mind all along, but it was not 
spelled out in the bill. We have no objection whatever to that being done. 
Mr. Rider (Ohio): We happen to have established in Ohio an extension 
service made up of seven men and one woman and have approved an expendi- 
ture of $70,000 annually on that extension service. We are working with the 
county agents, the superintendents of schools, and so on, and we cooperate 
closely with the agricultural extension director. Now, where do we come in 
in relation to this proposal ? What would happen ? 
Mr. Day. I do not think anything would happen because it is working in 
Ohio; we would pass you up and go somewhere else and try to establish it’ 
there. 
Mr. Adams (New York): Suppose at some stage you did not have enough 
money from your reversions to underwrite all your requests; what would you 
do ? 
Mr. Day: Well, you couldn’t do it. 
144 
Mr. Adams: Would you pro-rate what you had among all the states that 
wanted the service, with the result that no one state would get much out of it, 
or would you proceed on the basis of first-come, first-served and underwrite 
those states that got there first with the most men ? 
Mr. Day: Well, this would be like any other organization that is 
dependent on public funds. You get the thing started and going as far as you 
can, and when you reach the end of your rope, well, you reach the end of 
your rope. There is nothing new about that in either state or federal depart- 
ments. As to whether there will be enough reversionary money, that is one 
thing that has bothered us in trying to plan it. In some years there will be a 
good deal; in some years there will be very little. We felt it would be impos- 
sible to spark plug this idea of getting more information out to the men 
working with the states that wanted to work in that field, but that we would 
try to work with the national organizations and take such information as we 
could assemble and work it out with those states. 
Mr. Adams: If I understand it, under the Migratory Bird Conservation 
Act the only way that work is financed is out of the sale of duck stamps and 
these reversionary funds. 
Mr. Day: That is right. 
Mr. Adams: The old original purpose when the Act was passed in 1929 
that there should be an annual appropriation has more or less gone by the 
board. So that for all practical purposes if this bill becomes law and all the 
reversionary funds should be used up in spreading the gospel under this plan, 
all you would have left to carry on the Migratory Bird Conservation Act 
would be the income from the sale of duck stamps; is that correct? 
Mr. Day: No, that is not quite correct, because in addition to the duck 
stamp money, Congress appropriates each year at the present time close to 
a million dollars for the maintenance of refuges. 
Mr. Adams: I thought you said a moment ago there weren’t any such 
funds. 
Mr. Day: No. 
Mr, Adams: Then approximately how much money have you, other than 
the income from the duck stamp law, to buy additional refuges? 
Mr. Day: We have nothing for the purchase of additional lands, but we 
have around a million dollars for the maintenance of refuges. 
Mr. Adams: For the purchase of lands you have nothing except the reve- 
nue from the duck stamps? 
Mr. Day: Yes. 
Mr. Adams: If that is around a million and a half, say, then that is all 
the money that you have to continue with on that great project that we 
launched in 1929 and on which we did so much work here in Denver in 1925, 
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In other words, you have only a million and a half dollars to buy lands to 
carry on that scheme. Now, then, I understand you to say that in the current 
fiscal year you have about a million dollars for the development of such 
lands as have already been acquired; is that it? 
Mr. Day: Yes, I presume it would be around that amount. 
Mr. Adams: In other words, you have about $2,500,000. 
Mr. Day: About a million dollars plus your duck stamp revenue, which 
last year was about $2,000,000. In addition to that there is the reversionary 
money from Pittman-Robertson, which over the years has amounted to a total 
of $400,000 or $500,000. The sole purpose was to try to get information to the 
land owners, try to encourage some of the states that are not doing this to 
go ahead and do it. It has been felt for some time that that would be a good 
idea. It was to be left discretionary with the Secretary as to how much money 
he would take for that purpose. 
Mr. Adams: But there is a principle involved here, and it is this. If this 
bill becomes law then it will be absorbing funds which at the present time 
under the Pittman-Robertson Act are supposed to go to the furtherance of 
the Migratory Bird Conservation Act. To me that is a dangerous precedent — 
to start off and scuttle a thing that cost us more blood-letting and more hard 
work than any other bill that was put into Congress in the conservation 
history of this country. Many who originally worked on that bill are now 
dead. A lot of you guys aren’t even dry behind the ears in this conservation 
work, and you don’t know anything about it unless you have taken the time 
to read the history of what went on between 1921 and 1929. It took us eight 
solid years to get through Congress the old game refuge and public shooting 
grounds bill which finally emerged as the Migratory Bird Conservation Act. 
Nearly all the actors on that stage are dead. Now, then, right in this city of 
Denver in 1925— 
The President: As time is pressing, may I suggest that discussion be 
confined to the subject matter of the resolution itself. 
Bp. 
Mr. Adams: All right. I want to impress on you the importance of not 
failing to underwrite and press forward under the Migratory Bird Conser- 
vation Act. The only funds that are available have been indicated here, and 
one of those sources of funds you now propose under this Act to divert to 
something else. That something else doesn’t look sufficiently important to 
take the money away from furthering the purposes of that original Act. 
msp' 
Mr. Gordon: I do not believe there are more than three men in this room 
who were here in 1925. Bill Adams and I are two of them, and I believe Elliott 
Barker was another. If there are any others I would like to see them. 
The President. There is a motion for adoption of the resolution, and it 
has been seconded. Are there any further comments? 
Mr. Ruhl (Michigan): Would this bill as amended permit you to use 
federal funds for working on the national level? -—because presumably in 
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that case there would be no twenty-five per cent ante by the states. Or would 
this work be limited to work in the states ? 
Mr. Day: It would include the national level. 
Mr. Ruhl: It should; I do not know whether it would or not. 
Mr. Adams: In other words, out of the eight per cent you get under the 
Act, would any portion of that be used for this purpose on the national level ? 
Mr. Day: No. 
Mr. Adams: Or would the reversionary funds be used in part on the 
national level and then also on working with the states ? 
Mr. Day: Under the existing Pittman-Robert^on Act we are entitled to 
deduct eight per cent for administration of the Act — not for extension work 
or anything else. It has to be confined to the Act. 
(On a show of hands the resolution was carried, 17 for and 8 against.) 
The President: We will now proceed with resolution No. 7, with regard 
to pollution. 
Mr. Rider: The resolution is as follows. 
7. Pollution 
Whereas differences over the terms of federal water pollution control 
measures have been resolved during the past year, so that there is now 
general agreement on basic principles for such legislation, namely: 
1. That additional pollution from new outlets be outlawed; 
2. That while recognizing the primary responsibility and authority of 
existing state or interstate agencies in control of pollution, there should be 
clear federal authority in the background to be invoked wherever a state or 
interstate agency has demonstrated either its inability or unwillingness to 
do its own job; and 
3. That compliance with provisions of the act be not conditional on present 
availability of any federal financial assistance provided by the act. 
And whereas the Barkley-Taft bill S. 418, as rewritten by the Senate 
Public Works Committee and passed by the Senate, while in general pro- 
viding a good framework, omits entirely principles Nos. 1 and 3 and largely 
nullifies the general federal enforcement authority by requiring the ap- 
proval of the affected state; 
Therefore be it resolved that we urge the prompt passage by Congress 
of S. 418, with such amendments as may be necessary to include the three 
basic principles above stated. 
Mr. Phipps (Kentucky): I move that the resolution be adopted. 
(The motion was seconded by Mr. Reid and agreed to.) 
The President: We will take next resolution No. 12, with regard to the 
Parker River Refuge bills. 
Mr. Rider: The resolution is as follows: 
12. The Parker River Refuge Bills 
Resolved that the International Association of Game, Fish and Conser- 
vation Commissioners is unalterably opposed to the Bates bill, H. R. 3487, 
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